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DETAILED ACTION 

Election/Restrictions 

1 . Claims 1-14 are witlidrawn from further consideration pursuant to 37 CFR 
1 .142(b) as being drawn to a nonelected invention. Election was made without 
traverse in the reply filed on 4/19/2006. Examiner notes with appreciation Applicant's 
cancellation of non-elected clainns, which advances prosecution. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

2. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

3. Claims 15-32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

For clarity, Examiner suggests spelling out the meaning of abbreviation "DLC" in claim 
15. 

In claim 15, it is not clear how the grinding and polishing step removes the third noble 
layer if the oxygen plasma has already removed the third noble layer. 

Claim 15, lines 10-1 1 require that the second passivation layer (which is formed on the 
fourth noble metal layer) be "approximately the same material as the passivation film 
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overlying the fourth noble metal layer". It appears that the second passivation film 
would be exactly the same as the passivation film overlying the fourth noble metal layer 
because they are referring to the same film. Examiner suggests that perhaps Applicant 
intended to state that this new or second passivation film be approximately the same as 
the previous passivation film formerly overlying the third noble metal layer. 

Additionally, "approximately the same material" in claims 15 and 24 is vague and 
indefinite. While Examiner asserts that something that is exactly the same would also 
be "approximately the same", the upper bound of this range is indeterminate. How 
similar must it be? 

Similarly, the term "approximate" regarding superlattice structure in claims 22 and 25 is 
unclear. 

Claim 17 depends from cancelled claim 1 . 

There is no antecedent basis for "intermediate" layer of claim 21 . 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not Identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
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invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

6. Claims 15-16, 18-25, 27-28, 30-32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over the Applicant's Admitted State of the Prior Art (AASPA) in view of 
Aoki (cited by Applicant). 

AASPA states that it was known in the art to renew a molding die comprised of a DLC 
passivation film overlying an intermediate layer by removing the DLC layer using 
oxygen plasma and grinding the intermediate layer. AASPA states that the intermediate 
layer Is very thick such that renewing that layer is time-Intensive. 
AASPA discloses that Ir-Re-C alloys are known for use on molding dies, but that such 
layers are only able to be removed by grinding. 

Aoki teaches a tungsten carbide mold with a plurality of noble metal layers containing Ir, 
Re, and C. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill In the art to use the renewing method 
of AASPA in the method of Aoki to provide Aoki with a method of reusing his molds. 
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It would have been obvious to place the AASPA's DLC coating on the traditional noble 
metal layers of Aoki so that Aoki's molds could be renewed with the simple oxygen 
plasma/grinding step of the uppermost layers layers only, being less time-intensive. 
The use of Aoki's Ir-Re-C noble material for three layers would meet the limitation of 
"noble" first layer, a "noble" second layer, and a "carbon-containing third noble metal 
layer" of Applicant. 

It is Examiner's position that "cleaning" a polished metal would have been known to an 
ordinary artisan in the coating art to remove debris that would decrease adhesion. 
Additionally, when renewing a coated glass mold after removing the passivation film and 
some part of the noble layer, it would be understood to replace said upper noble layer 
and passivation film with similar layers such that the mold could be recycled time and 
again. 

Aoki teaches a tungsten carbide substrate. 

While AASPA in view of Aoki does not outlined the coating thickness, it is Examiner's 
position that selection of a coating thickness would have been within the skill of an 
ordinary artisan as the thickness would determine the amount of protection afforded the 
substrate. 

It is well settled that determination of optimum values of cause effective variables such 
as these process parameters is within the skill of one. practicing in the art. In re Boesch, 
205 USPQ 215 (CCPA 1980). 
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Aoki appears to teach the same Ir-Re-C alloy, which would appear to be "approximately 
arranged as superlattice". 

Aoki's layers contain 20-50% carbon, overlapping Applicant's range of 20% or more. 

7. Claims 26 and 29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over AASPA in view of Aoki as applied to claims 15-16, 18-25, 27-28, 30-32 above, and 
further in view of HIrota, as supplied by Applicant. 

AASPA in view of Aoki teach that which is disclosed above, but fail to teach a method 
for providing layers to glass molds. 

Hirota teaches sputtering or ion plating the carbon-based coatings for glass mold dies. 
It would have been obvious to an ordinary artisan to use Hirota's metal coating method 
for glass mold dies in the method of AASPA in view of Aoki to provide AASPA in view of 
Aoki with a suitable method to coat glass mold dies with similar materials on similar 
substrates. 

Conclusion 

8. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. Wang teaches a glass mold comprising a W-C substrate with 
plural noble intermediate layers and a carbide passivation film. 
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9. Any inquiry concerning tills communication or earlier communications from tlie 
examiner should be directed to Jennifer K. Michener whose telephone number is (571 ) 

272- 1424. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Wednesday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Timothy H. Meeks can be reached on 571-272-1423. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 

273- 8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



Jennifer K. Michener 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 1762 
June 14, 2006 




